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Beo: Postlease Operations Safety
To Wham It May Concern:

The International Association of Drilling Contractors is a trade association
representing ofl and pas drilling contractors. Our membership includes ll
popirackors cuerently oparating Mobile Offshore Drilling Units (MODUs) on
the U5, Quter Continentat Shelf

AT has reviewed the ptoposed revisions to the Postlease Operalions
Safety regulations as published in the |3 February 1998 Federad Register
and are inost concerned that the proposal:

{13 Is inconsistent with the provisions of both the exisling and proposed
Memorandum of Understanding between the MMS and the 17.5, Coast
Ciuard recarding the division of regulatory mesponsibility [or MODUs.

{2y Fails to provide a mechanism for appeals by contractors or others who
may be diceetly impacted by 2 decision made by MMS, cther than
throozh the Lassee.

Our detailed comaments, addreszing these and other ssucs, are aftaghed. 1
you have any questions regarding thesc comments please contact the
vnglersioned at TADC Headquarters,

Sigrcerely

Alan Spac n
Dircetor, Olshore Teehnical
and Regulalary Affairs

CF 1138



Tostlease Operations Safety

Comnenis of the
International Association of Drilling Contractors

Rerardiog 30 CFR 250.2, Delinition of “Ewfssions affsefs.”  The definition of
Emizsions Offscts, coupled with the associaled definition of Facilily doss not appear
beoad engugh in scope to allow offsets to be obtained from all fhe emiszions sourecs
which may be repulated by MMS. The provisions of Section 328 of the Clean Alr Act
require that the cmissions lrom vessels other than thosz used for prodoction (the
definition of “facility™ be assessed, and potentiallv controlled,  Purther, and it is our
understanding, 1hal 1t is MBWS's current practice o inclede these “non-production”™
emiszions in its asscasments, Accordingly, it may be appropriate for MMS 0 expand
either this definition, ot the definition of “facility,” to allow sach emissions (o be eligible
tor consideration as enissions offsets.

Reparding 30 CFR 250.2, Defiuition of *Facifify as used in §25¢.11." With respect to
the inclusion of mobile offshore dalling units (MOIDLISY within the definition, this
definition is ineonsistent with MWS’s interpretation of, and definition of, “faeilily™ as
used in its Memorandum of Understanding with the [0 5. Coast Guard. We do not
believe that it j= MMS’s intcntion to purpesefully exclude MODUES (or other vessels
cngazed in drilling or dovwnhole operations) from inspection under §23001 1, as appears (o
be the effect of the use of 1his delimtion,

Regarding 30 CFR 230012, Definition of “Fueflfty as used in §250.45." Smoilar to the
above, we do not belicwe that it is MMS's intention to porpesefinlly exclude MODUs (or
ather wvessels enzaged in drilling or downhole operations) from coverage umgler ibe
provisionz of §250.45 simply because they are not "used to transfer production.” We
believe that it is currently MMS prmctics to reguice MODL operations o be assessed
under these repulations. Further claification mayv be appropriate with respect 1o MOD s
operating in the “lender assist” mede (e, with skid-off drilling units) or ofher vesscls
that may be dircetly cogaged in downbiale operations but not production.

Regarding 30 CFR 230.5. The proposed text states:

“To ensure the safety of facility operations, you must meet the requirements of
paragraph (a} of this seclion”

Since neither of the proposed definitions of “facilify™ refer to this section, its seope of
application iz not clear. 1o any case, TAIC does not believe that it is appropriate to apply
the provisions of §250.5 to MODUs or olher vessels subyect to inspection (1.5, flag) or
examination (foreipn flag) by the US. Coast Guard, Under regulations issedd tnder the



authority of Title 46 of the United States Code, the Coast Guard has established a
comprehensive program for assuring the safety 8. flag vessels and of zeamen and
others emploved on such vessels, TADC does ol believe that there justification exists [or
S{MS to impose overlapping oceupational health and safety roquireroents en such vessels
for those perinds during which they are enpaged in (CS activities. Further, inasmmuch as
the Coagt Guard’s repulations governing opemmtions and safery of MODUs are equally
applicable to U.S. flap vessels and foreign flag vessels engaged in OCS sctivitics, we sce
no basis for making a distinction between U5 flag or foreign registered vessels in this
regard. [ADC has submitied related comunents in response (0 the proposed revision of
the Memotandwn of Understanding between the MMS and fhe ULE. Coast Guard
(MMECoast Guard MALT,

Tn this and other regulations where the defipition of “facility”™ may include MOTH]s,
TADC beligves that M3E should develop the rezulations in a mamer that minimizes any
uncertainty, MMS has chosen to regulate MODUs and other contracted equipment
through the lessee or operator, Reconsideration of this approach is beyond the scope of
thiz ralemaking. However, providing clarity in the mles such that indevidnal lessces or
operators do not have widely varping interpretations of the rules” applicability to such
cquipment and associated activilies is ¢ertainly within the scope of the effart and sheuld
e a goal of this and ather regulatory refonn eiforts.

Reparding 30 CFR 250.6{2). The proposed text states:

“A copy of the plan and its approval leticr must be available at the {achiy for the
lile of the facility {platform or deilling eig).”

Apain, we find that the definition(s) of “facility™ and the inclusion, in this ¢ase, of a
specibe reference to 2 drilling rig have created ambipoity and a potential for confustion.
Thiz iz particularly perplexing in this case becauss while a copy of the plan and its
approval leteer st be available at the facility (tig) for the life of the facility (0g) a new
plan must be submilled and a new approval obtained for virvally any relocation of a
LACKDTL

TADC belisves that it showld be possible to develop provisions appropriate to #0ODUs
fand other mobile facililics or wessels lhat may engace in drilling or downhole
pperations) that would allow for a single approval of a “saft welding acea™ (o be issued
for the life of o dp.

Regarding 30 CFR 2580.7. Again, the multiple definitions of “facility™ ¢reale ambigoity
and & potential for confusion respect to the applicabilivy of this section to MOINIs,

In earlier rulemaking efforts, TADC has informed MWM= that o dogs not believe API RP
500 (st editics) represents in indostry standard applicable to MODLUs, We continue 30
hold this vicw,



Both the existing and proposed revisions to the MMS/Coast Guard MOU indicate that
arca classification on MODUs should be detemmined by U3, Coast Guard regulations.
[ADC believes that, in conformance with the MOU, the miles should clearly indicate the
regulatory standards for area classification for #MODIs rest with the 115 Coast Guard.

Wotwithstanding the above [ADC notes that API has issued a newer edifion of R 500
and kas alse issued 1P 543, which conforms to IRC standards.  TADC believes that an
option should be provided o uwse cither API BF 500 {$econd edilion} or API BP 5045,
provided one or the other is consistently applied throughout the life of the individual
facility.

Rerarding 30 CFR 250.11. As previously noted, the use of the term “facility™ creates
arnbignity with regard to the applicabilily of this pamgrph o MODUSs or other vessels
that may be engaped in deilling or other downhole operations. We have no objection to
MMES ncluding MO and other vessels enpaging in drilling or downhole operations
within the provision of this requirement—sysre only seek claticy.

Regarding 360 CFR 25013, We belisve the “you” as used in this paragraph iz too
regtrictive and should be expanded to include any prrson who may be adversely impasted
by an MMS order or decision. In particular we wish to ensure that contractors are offered
aocess to MME's admimstralive progessas,

A5 MDME has inclicated that it 35 expanding its enforcement activities to contractors, they
should be offered the same adminisirative processes for relief as operators.  Further,
MME shonld recognize that its orders or decisions may adversely impagt 4 contraslor’s
operations of eqpipment yet, becanse of contractus] terms, the operator may have no
incentive to submit and appeal on behall o the conleactor and in some circumstances
may actually benefit financially by the coniractor’s difbiculty. In such cases conimctors
should have lhe opportunily o appeal the requirement and to request a stay of the
deciston pending a final decision on the appeal. We do not believe that the current
defiration of “you” provides for such an appeal. A possible simple solufion is to eplace
“wou” with “any person”

Rezardinz 30 CFR 250,17, We question the utility of displaying the “weight capaciy™
of a helipad. Weight capacity may be dependent wpon the particular footprint of the
helicopter. Wore importantly, weight iz only one of seweral erlena that must be
eonsidersd i Jetermining whether a particular belipad 15 suitable for a particular
helicopter.  Other cqualiv ¢ritical factors that have not been addressed by regulation
include the helicopter's rotor dismeter and the oremation of both termporary and
permanent ohstractions on the facility. These issues arc addressed by indusloy prelice,
Given the indusle™s pecord we ses no need to weight o any of these other factors by
regulation,



Regarding 30 CFRR 250.20, Reporting Requirements. We are opposed to 250020 a3y
proposed.  We aee not fundamentally opposed to MMS requiring the collection and
reporting of this information; however, we are opposed to both MWS and the LS. Coast
Guard requirdng the colleelion and reporting of duplicative inlormation,

Muech of 1he information required by MMS i3 alteady requived by the Coast Guard undee
33 CFR 146 (casusltics) or 33 CFR 151 (oil spills).  Swoch duplicative reporling
requiraments are contiary to the Presidential Statemend af Reguletory Philosophy and
Principles as et [orth in B0, 12864, 1t is panticolarly perplexing that the MMS (s
proposing new information collection wequirements with rezpect to casualties at a time
when the Coast Guard has already announced a rewrnite of its epolations in 23 CEE. 46,

After twenty vears of joint jurisdiction it iz time for the two agencies 0 coordinate their
aclivities andd develop procedures for inter-Agency exchange of information rather than
require duplicafive reporls.

Regarding 30 CFR 150,20, Reporting Thresholds.  We note that the preamble
indicates that “BIWE will provide more guidance on thresholds [or fires, and factors that
tmpair safcty, throogh Notices to Lessees™  While we concur that additional guidanco
should be provided, we are coneeme fhat the reporting burden may be substantially
altered in this manner without appropriste review and aceounting under the provisions of
the Paperwork Reduction Act.

Regarding 30 CFR 250.20, Invesfigations. For sake of clatity we would suggest that
the provvisions reganding investigations be placed in a separate paragraph.

While thete is certainly a linkage between MBS {or the Coast Guard) receiving
information regarding magor fires, major il spillage, death or serious mpury and their
mandate to conduct an investigadon and make 2 public report, both Agencies are
authorized, on theit pwn discretion, to investigate lesser incidents, repodable or not. This
eould be made clearer il 1he regulations ceparding i mvestlgatmm were not included within
the provisions on reporting.

Regarding 30 CFR 250,20, Evacuation Sfatistics. As, in recent years, our members
have been asked to collect and report this information 1n 3 haphizard manner, we see
benefit in assigning responsibility, standardizing and codifyring the procedures for making
such reports. Howewer, as the rule seemingly relates to the efficacy of operations
conducted to iroplement the Emergency Evacvation Plans (BEP} required by Coast Guard
repulations (33 CFR 140) we question whether the Coast Guard, rather than MMS,
chould be the recipicnt of such reporls. T would seem that as the Agency responsible for
froastal search and rescue, the Coast Guard would have the unmediate veed for such
information, particulacly with respect to the faflure of an EEP (o achieve s indended



purposs. An additional factor to be considered 15 whether or not the agency receiving the
reports will itsclf be operating during the evenl regquiring the evacuation. 1t iz of little

benefit to transmit the information fo an unmanned oflee. We sugeest that the MRS
reviaw this matter with the Coast Guard.



